


7. Transportation

Themodes of transportaion avail ableto nove peoplein and out and through the city dgnificantly impact
the quality of life of thosewho live and work in Cambridge, affect the kind and naure of land uses in the
city, and to the extent economic activity is encouraged or disoouraged, ultimetely affect the city's economic
health. Perhgps no facet of long range planning that so directly and profoundly affects existing resdents is
influenced 0 grealy by adions taken by others & the rggiond, stae, and nationd level. Neverthel ess the
city hasavety criticd roleto play.

>Theability to expand thedty s capadtyto accept additional autormobiletrafficisvey limited.
Modest and very locd improvements can be made to the city'sroadway system that can have
beneficid effects within a specific neighborhood or section of the city. Improvements to the
Kendd| Square and the East Cambridge roadway networks are examples of mgor projects
whose scdeis not likdy to beduplicated dsewherein the city in the future. Improvements a a
slightly less ambitious scd e have been proposed throughout the Cambridgeport industrid area
with the same objective in mind: to route commercid traffi c around the heart of abutting
residentiad neighborhoods. Neverthe ess the capacity of the mgor aterids in the dty is
essentidly established by current deve opment paterns and roadway configurations. Improved
signd management and minor intersection improvements, while possible and desirable, will not
substantidly dter tha cagpacity.
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Itisnot tha dgnificant capital improvements would not increasethe
spead and quantity of vehides moving through the city. The historic
inner belt proposd, and the extension of Route Two through
Canbridge, would have undoubtedly vagsly snplified novement of
vehicles through the city, even for some residents. The ngjor
reconstruction proposed for Alewife Brook Pakway is a nore
contenporary exanple. However, any effective incresse in the
capacity of the city's highway nawork, whether at the edges in
Alewife, Memoria Drive, or Commercial Avenue, orinterndly aong
Massachusetts Avenue, Broadway or Progpect Sreet must of necessity
entdl destruction of other community vadues far in excess of the traffic
benefits tha might accrue.

Even modest, non capital changes can have serious negative
impacts. The capacity of many arterid streds could beincressed by
the elimination of parking. Aside fromthe | oss of importart parking
for residents end vigtors, such achangewould radicdly alter the
character of streds, rendering themmore hostil e to thepedestrian and
amore significant physicd and psychologi cal barrier dividing
neighborhoods.

Intheend, sreet capadty improvements may only benefit the
conmuter whosedegination is d sevherein the metropalitan areaand
whose homeis insome digtant suburb.

Assumption

> All reasonable improvements should be made to the roadway
network in Cambridge the oljective, however, should be to
direct existing as wdl as future traffic avey from locd
ne ghborhood streets.
For the foreseeabl e future, however carefully the Gty plans, more
traffi c can be anticipated on city sreets, both fromincreased activity
within Cambridge and fromeconomi ¢ expansion in the metropal itan
areathat surrounds it. Neverthel esstha additiona traffi c, and those
vehicletrips arealy traveling in Canbridge, should be directed to the
mexi mum extent poss bl e, to the city's mgj or arteries and away from
locd neighborhood streds.
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In conjunction with plans for the west-
ward extension of the Green Line, a
new Lechmere Station is under consider-
ation by the MBTA.

Assumption

> In thefuturethe bes hope for improving the mobility of residents and
vigtorsto and fromand within Cambridgelies with expanson and
improvements to non auto forms of trangportationas well asinmprovement in
the efficiencyof auto travd that occurs now within the city.

A number of improvements in the short-and long- term should be encouraged within
the public transit system. Construction of a new Lechmere Station and the associated
westward expansion of the Green Line should be advanced. Expanded and more
responsive bus routes could serve the city's new centers of commerce and housing.
Additiond express buses from suburban locations could fadilitate entry into the city's
offi ce and commercid districts from more diverse locations, as dong the Route 1-93
corridor to the north and the Massachusetts T urnpike corridor to the west. Long-range
efforts which hold the potentid to greatly benefit the city should be pursued
cooperaively with other agencies. An example would be devel oping transit options
dong the route encompassed in the MBT A Circumferentid Transit Study now
underway for portions of Boston, Cambridge, and Somervilleinthat areawhich in the
past was proposed to be served by the inner bdt.
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Assumption

>A great potential source of increased mobilityin Canbridge, with mini-
mal undesir abl e s de effeds, and many postive consequencss, is the

expansion of public and private i ncentives to discour age singleoccupancy
use of private vehides.

The additiond conmercial and resdential developmentwhich will inevita-
bly occurin Cambridge can be nog easily accommodated if, in addition to
expandad useof public trandt, privae transportaionoptions are made more
avail abl eto discourage the 9 ngl e person fromtakingthe ctherwise enpty
automobile on dl trips to and fromthecity. The possibilities for
improvement are 9 gnificant and rd ate not only to trangportation palicy but
to landuse and other policies aswdl.

The City has gaffed a Transportation Management Program which even
in its first year of operation has begun to have an effect. Through an
integraed sysem of incentives and discouragements, from ride sharing
and van poding to "T" pass sdes and subsidies on-site, existing bus-
nesses aswell as nev devdopment have begun to explore the options
availableto replace the costly provis on of parking spaces for employees.
Such conprehendve traffic mtigation prograns are voluntary for

existing
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bud nesses. They have been and shoul d continue to be made conmpul sory for
all dgnificant naw largedevd opments in Cambridge. Considerati on mi ght
be givento phasing in asimilar requirement for al existing uses,

substi tuti ng areguirement for the exi ging vol untary parti cipati on.

L and use choices caninfluence thetransportaion choices individuals
and compani es meke. Higher denstiesshoul d be encouraged at locati ons
nost easily served by transit; some high traffic generating uses might be
discouraged or prohibited fromsome locations. The cormplementary mix of
uses tha reduces the neal to use the car to secure the sewvices needed in a
given day should be encouraged. In al ingances the dty'sphysca envi-
ronment should be mai ntaned o as to encourage and nurture the pedes-

trian.
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Assumptions

>Parking avail ability isa major sour ce of traffic generationin conmercial
developments and a major disinentivetothe use of ate nate means of mobility. The

parking supply shouldbe contrdled in privatedevelopments to limit theincentiveto
use the automobile and toincr ease theincentive to use alte nate means of
transportation.

>Theacute problemof residential parking on city streets is principally caused by
increased car ownership of reddentsin the exi ging houd ng stock which has never
had any or sufficient supplyof off-street parking.

New res dential devd opment cannot be expected to reduce the defi ciency of residential
parking inthe city's o der neighborhoods. Excess ve paking regui rements for new
residentid uses {greater than one gpace per unit) will nat relievethe currentinadequacy
but may threaten toincresse the a0 of new houdng {significantly if parking must be
provided in astructure) and diminish the qudity of theresidentid environment through
incressed pavement, redudionin green gace, or bulkier resdential buildings. In ashort
seventean years from1970to 1987 car registraions in Cambridgeincressed by forty
percent whilethe popul &ion remai ned stdic the number of housing units i ncressed by
perhas five percent. The acuteparking problemexperienced by residents on resdential
streds would gppear to be the result of increased car ownership in existing househol ds,
meny of which hare never had eny parking facilities at ther disposd.
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_______________________________________________________________________________________________________|
Transportation Policies

These policies are intended to assure a transportation sysem that will seve the
trangpor tati on neals of the city's residentsand its comme ce whil e bd ng conmpatibl e with
the economic, social and natura resour ces of Cambridge.

Reversing Trend in Travel

To effectively redize a Cambridge future cons sent withthe policies recommended in
this document, the city is faced with the needto reverse thetrend, evident in recent
decades, of greater and greaer use of the autonobile. A patiailar chdlengeisto
encourage travel to and fromCanbridge fromthose ather townswheretravel can be
mede by means otherthan the autonobile.

Canbridge's popul aion has remained rel aively sable overthe past twenty years,
with a1970 popul ation of 100000 and a 1990 popul &ion of 96,000. However, whilethe
city'spopul ation has changed little, other factors have contributed to alargeincressein
vehicletrasel . Thesefactors haveind uded higher empl oyment, incressing household
formetion and 1is ng autormobil e ownership perhousehad. Acoording to U.S. Census
figures, 78,000 people were enployed in Cambridgein 1970, increasng to86,500in
1980. By 1990 enployment had risen toover 102,000 peopl eor 31 percent in20 years,
and hal undergone a considerabl e transformeation froman indugtrid baseto aservice
sector oriented market tha attracts enpl oyees fromthroughout the region.

During this 20 yeartime spanthe homelocati on of Canbridge enployees has al 0
changed dramaticdly. In 1970 a most three quarters of

Transportation
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POLICY 14

Increase the City’s investment in
Transportation Demand Manage-
ment to promote non single-occu-
pancy vehicle forms of transporta-
tion and assist Cambridge employ-
ers, both individually and collec-
tively, in developing such programs
for their employees and operations.

POLICY 15

Enact land use regulations that en-
courage transit and other forms of
nonautomobile mobility by mixing
land uses, creating a pleasant and
safe pedestrian and bicycle environ-
ment, and restricting high density
development to areas near transit
stations.

the people who worked in Canmbridgelived in Cambridge or the six abutting towns
where trandt is avdlable. However, this dropped to two thirds in 1980 and is now
down to justonehalf.

Autonobile ownership dso experienced grea change in Cambridge and

throughout thenation, with aclear patem of rapidy rigng rates of auto ownership
per househa d. From1970 to 1987, the number of cars
registered in Canbridge rose by nearly 40 percent from 27,866 to 38,997, degite
relativey little change in population and a mgor investment in expanding and
improving the region's transgt sysem Traffic data avail&le from the Massacthusetts
Highway Department (MHD) indicates that autonobile use has risen condderebly
during the 1980s, and that the city and metropolitan region have expeienced a
considerabl e growth in vehiclemles travd ed averaging over 3 percent per year.

By 1987, Carbridge generated nearly 3.3 million vehidemiles of travd per day,
which represented 8.2 percent of thetotd vehidemiles traveled inthe Boston
metropoalitan region. Work-rel gedtrips represent thelargest share of total travel in
Cambridge, comprising over 57 percent of thetotd travd merket. This shareincludes
both Carrbri dge res dents working i nside or outside Canbri dge and non-Carrbridge
residents who commuteinto Canbridge to work. Other nonwork rel ated trips tha are
based fromthe home represent the next larged travel share at 27 percent. Non home
based rel ated travel representsthe other 16 percent share of travd in Cambridge.
Canbridge's importance as amgj or regional employment centerisreflected inits
relativey high share of work-trip based travel as compared tothe regional average for
work-relaed travel .

Not refl ected in any of these totd s of vehicle milesof travel are vehicles which
pass throughthe city without stopping. Travel dataprovided by the Centrd

Transportaion Planning offi ce staff for several mgjor and minor arterid sin Camrbridge
indicaes that ebout 33 percent of thetotd daly traffic on these roadways are through-
trips which have nopoint of origin ordegination in Canbridge.

Pdides 14 end 15 address actions Cambridge can i mplement which will meke
public transportaion and ather non sing e ocaupancy vehid e modes more des rabl e for
travd. The policies enmurage the mntinugion and expansion of the City's successful
Transportaion Management programwhi ch has secured the vol untary cooperaion of
many Canbridge enployers in awide range of progranms tha promisetohelp
established conpanies and their enployees aterther commuting habits and providea
framework through which new compani es and nev employees can do the same more
easily.

Centrd to achieving effectiveimplementation of all transportaionpadidesisthe
recognition that | arge generatorsof tripsin Cambridge should belocated in aress tha
arewel | served by transit.
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Movement In and Out of Cambridge

The city's interests are best served if those persons employed in Cambridge or who for other reasons seek
services in the city are able to choose a mode other than the automobile to get here. The issue facing the city is
how to provide adequate transit service to and from those communities with strong historic travel pattern
relationships to Cambridge; and conversely to encourage that relationship with communities which may not

now but could have significant transit options available to commutersin the future.

Theirregular road network in Cambridge contains numerous intersections with four or more converging
streets. Many of these intersections have been identified in recent Environmental Impact Reports as having an

existing level of service in the E or F range {that is, very poor, F being the worst condition). The result has

been increasing congestion in many parts of the city.

Twenty-two percent of Cambridge employees and 28 percent of the Cambridge labor force traveled to
work by transit in 1980. Although these percentages probably improved over the last decade, the majority of
workers are still using the automobile for their commute to work. Of significant importance is the high transit
use figure for travel to and from communities abutting Cambridge as opposed to those further away. Thisis

probably due to the relatively extensive bus system serving travel to and from these close neighboring

communities.

The greatest problem now and in the future is access from the north along the 1-93/Orange Line Corridor.
Between 15 and 20 percent of Cambridge jobs are filled by people living in that corridor, but as of now, tran-

Transportation
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POLICY 16

Encourage regional employment
patterns that take advantage of areas
well served by transit to and from
Cambridge.

POLICY 17

Seek implementation of MBTA tran-
sit improvements that will provide
more direct and, where demand is
justified, express service to Cam-
bridge from those portions of the
region now inadequately served by
transit to Cambridge.



sitdoes nat exist and mgj or i mprovements are not contenpl ated in thenear
future. The Massachusdts Turnpike/Green Line Corridor to the wed is
another arealadking propertransit serviceto and fromCanbridge.
Implementation of the city's trangoortation objedives degpend heavily on
priorities esteblished and supportive actions teken & the rggiond and stae levd.
Pdides 16 and 17 areintended to ensuretha Cambridge resi dents have access to
jobs outside the city to which they can ga without necessary resort to the
autonobile and tha those who live elsewhere but work in or otheiwise have
bus nessin Cambridge have the opportunity to do the same.
The City should encourage those regiond investments inpublic trans-
portati on serviceswhich will makethose options avdlable.

Movement within Cambridge

There are many desirabl e, easily i dentified options for providing new
transportaion setvices to Cambridge. The probl em facing the city is how to
provide thosedes rabl e services and aternae modes of travd whilekeeping the
cogswithin thefinancid ability ofthecity to pay for them

Except for peak travel times, Canbridge res dents who have accessto an
autonobile generdly experiencelittle difficulty in saisfying thar travel needs.
Even under the parking restrictions of the City's Resident Parking Sti cker
Program, Cambridgeresidents are gill dlowed to park anywherewithin thedty.
Peoplerelying on public trangoortation, however, (eg. theddely, the
handi cgpped, the young) and others without autonobiles, often arerestricted as to
wherethey can go for essential services such & medical care, educaion and
recreation, to say nathing of work opportunities.
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Mostbus linesin Cambridge terminae at eitherHarvard or Central Squares. At present, only
onebusline permits Cambridgered dents to travd beéween thewegern and eagern patsofthe
city without the additional cost anddelay of at | east onetransfer. The result hasbeen that of trips
mede entirely within Carbridge, rel aively few are mede using public transportaion.

The problemofinadequae trangoortati on falls most heavily on the elderly and handi cgoped.
Many of these peopl edo not drive or have accessto an autormobil e. Mog of themare dependent on
walking and public trengportation, but their physicd limitati ons cause diffi culties in us ng fixed route
modes. Thewalk to the bus sop or transtaion, the wait, theheight of the step, thejostling, i mpati ent
crowds, the small Sgns, and thelack of public toiles dl combineto mekethis formof

transportaion unusabl e for many people. As areult, they areforced to usetaxi cabs, the closest

thingto the privae atonobile. However, the cost of taxi servicein general sharply limitstrave  IMBFave MBT'“‘ public transportation
service within the city including

updating routes, schedules, signs,
Agan it is certainly possibleto identify logicd improvements to the transportaionservices and bus stop placermant,

provided to Cambridge andits residents, egpecidly to thosenow poorly seved. It is neverthel ess
vital to recognizethefinancid limitaions within whichthe city mugt reasonably operae.

by this mode, esped ally for those on low fixed incomes.

Irvestigate the leasibility of develog-
ing and implameanting, within the
financial resources of the City, a
paratransit system, utilizing taxd cabs
where appropriate, in order to
supplement tha current MBTA aye-
term in Cambridge.

Transportation 79



Neighborhood Protection

To thrive, thedty must maintan an acceptabl e flow of goods and movement of people
between their homes and pl aces of empl oyment and the services they require. The nead isto
meintain tha flow with as littlenegative impact on thedty's residentid streds and
neighborhoods as possible.

Theinpact of heavy traffic volumes and trudksoperéing on local resdential
streets in Cambridge hasbeen wel publicized by various public agencies and dtizen
Encourage the state transportation organizations. The problemhas incressed steadily over the yearswith increased development
and environmental agencies to de- and the opening of the Massachusetts Tumpi ke and the Route 2 freeway insde Route128.
velop a regional goods movement  These ngjor State faciliti es have been responsibl e for asubstantial incresseinthrough truck
plan; in the meantime, use the City's trafficon local srees.

limited authority as much as pos-

sible to route truck traffic around Cambridge streets were not des gned to ensure conpati bility beween truds, high traffic
rather than through residential volumes and peopl e. Due to the narrowness of the sreets and the closeproxi mity of residenti al
neighborhoods. structures, traffic severely impacts resi dents in terms of noi se, vibration, air qudity and safety.

Pdides 20through 22 arefairly graightforward. They recognize, however, thatthecityis
i mbedded in alamger regiona nework of streets and highways and that travd and economic
Discourage vehicle travel through patterns often place acongrant onthekindsof actions the city can te&ke independently to
residential areas both by providing reducetheinpact of traffic on local streets and residentid ne ghborhoods.
roadway improvements around the Pdigy 22 highlightsthe need to proted residentsliving along minor arterial streets. For

nelghb.orhoods perimeters and by exanple, removing parking in residentid areas to increase vehid e capadty mght not beagood
operational changes to roadways

which will impede travel on local
streets.

ideaeven though it might have aclear traffic i mprovement benefit.

By

POLICY 22

Undertake reasonable measures to
improve the functioning of the city’s
street network, without increasing
through-capacity, to reduce conges-
tion and noise and facilitate bus and
other non-automobile circulation.
However, minor arterials with a
residential character should be pro-
tected whenever possible.
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Bicydes and Pedestrian | mprovements

The significant use of the bigycle and wa king has many obvious advantagesin a crowded city
whereairpallution, noise, and lack of space are real problens. The issue the city faces is the
extent to whid safe and conveni ent rights-of-way and parking facilities for bicycles, pathways
for pedestrians, and other i mprovements can be provided within an acceptabl e range of inpact
on other necessary trangportation modes and on the existing | and use fabric.
Theuse of the bicyd e as aserious means of travel has become popul ar in recentyears.
Bicyding is acheaper mode of travd than the autonobile, andis also more healthful and non
pollutingbut itis inconvenient during times of i nclement weather. Thisgrowing popul aiity has
led to increased conflia beween cyclig and nmotorists, duein large measureto aladck of public
accommodation for the bigycle. The perception of many motorists is tha bicydes are children's Encourage all reasonable forms of

toys whicdh bd ong on the sidewd k. On the other hand, many cycligsthink of themselves as nonautomobll.e tri_zvel including, for
example, making improvements to

the city’s infrastructure which would
ind uding sop signs, one-way streds and traffi ¢ si gnals and the needs of pedestri ans themsel ves. promote bicycling and walking.

Thetwo ngjor faciliti es needed for the bicyd e are asystemof protected rights-of-way and
secure orage spaces. Presently, there are few bicyclerights-of-way in Cambridge or in the rest
of the metropadlitan area. The difficulty with dlocati ng separae bicyd e pathswithin exising

"pedestrians on whed s" andignore rules and regul &ions pertaining to moving vehides,

rightsofway is the present cormpetition anong cars, buses, trucks, taxis, motorgycles,
pedestrians and parked vehicles within an already inadequae

physical gpace. In addition, commercial digrids, publicbuildings, most MBT A stations, and
nost enployers in Canbridgeoffer very littleintheway of bicyd e paking facilities.
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Walking is a necessary ajund to any successful sysem of nonauto
transportaion in thecity. Theobjectiveis to meke it a plessant and func-
tiond means of travel in as many kinds of weather as passble. To accom
plishtha mey reguiresomeinterference with theprimecy of more conven-
tiond modes oftravel, i .e. the autormpbil e, but also requires a concem for
the ddail sin the environment that meke walking more enjoyeble quality
of buildings and sidewdks, a continud network of foot paths to places
peoplewantto go, good integraion of those pahways with transit, some
protection frominclement weather.

Facilitaing bicyd e useincressesthe potential interference with the
autonobil e and even with wa king when thetwo are not wel separated.
Wheher removing parki ng, wideni ng ri ghts-of-way for bike paths or plac-
ingbigyclestorage facilities in public places, some degree of compromise
with othervalues orobjectives may be necessary; somereal chaices, based
on an assessment of rel ati ve benefitssusta nad, must be made.
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TheFederal Clean Air Act and Transportation Financing

Addressing the transportation objectives implied inthe policy statements inthis
document will require the investment of significant capitd and effort by the City and
every other leve of government and by private businesses and ordinary citizens. In
addition Cambridge and the entire region are now faced with another transportation-
rdaed imperative the implementation of the Federd Clean Air Act (CAA) as
amended in 1990. A mgor task facing the city and the region inthe next decadeis
finding the monies necessary to properly mantan the existing transportation sysem
while aso implementing projects required to dean our ar; simultaneously the city
must be concerned with how automobile use can be reduced without disrupting or
destroying the economic viability and hedth of the city.

The CAA requires tha no urban areaexceed unhealthy air quality conditions morethan
four timesin any threeyear period. When these gandards are exceeded for smog for ming
conmpounds, an air quality desgnation is ass gnedto theregion. Our metropolitan areais
ded gnated as moderate for carbon nmonoxi de and asserious for hydrocarbon emissons. The
serious ded gnati on means tha we nust reduce air pol lution emi ssions by 15 percent by 1996
and an aditional three percent annudly until wehave achieved aredudionin emissons
totaling 30 percent. Thisis all tobe achievedin the face of autonobiletravel incressing at a
currernt rate of over three percent per year .

A very serious problemari ses when trengportati on needs are matched aganst avaleble
funds. TheFiscd Y ear 1992 Transportati on Inprovement Program (TIP) for the Boston
Region contans $3.9 billion in trangt improvements and $5.5 hillionin highway

improvements programmed over the next fiveyears. However, avalal efederal funds overthe

next five years appear to bein theneighborhood of only $455 million ($569 million after a20
percent state match) for MBT A transit projects. The problemis that even with full
implementati on of the TIP projeds, theresult will beonly a1.67 percent reduction in carbon
monoxide.

POLICY 24

Support regional transportation and
land use policies that will improve
air quality by reducing dependence
on single-occupancy vehicles, both
through reduction in employment-
based travel and in other trips taken
for nonwork purposes.

POLICY 25

Promote the use of truly clean alter-
native vehicle technologies for nec-
essary vehicle travel particularly in
regards to fleets.

These paidessupport prograns for clean air but stress the nead totake aregiona approach

to the program Cambridge working d onewill nat have much inpact and woul d suffer severe

economi ¢ consequances & business woul d relocateto other communities without restridtion to

the deriment of theregion's air and | arger land use obj ectives.

Transportation 83





